REMARKS 

The present amendment is in response to the Office Action dated 
March 24, 2005. Claims 1-16, 18, and 19 are now present in this case. Claims 1-3, 7- 
11, and 16-19 are amended. Claim 17 is canceled. 

Figure 2 has been amended to correct a drafting error. The label "Series 
N" has been replaced with "Series M." This change avoids confusion between the 
series of M images and the number N of image slices in a particular series. This 
change does not introduce new matter. The specification, at page 10, lines 24-26 
clearly indicate that the number of slices does not equal the number of series of images 
collected. 

The Office Action raises an objection to the drawings. The drawings have 
been revised in accordance with the Draftsperson's remarks and are submitted 
herewith. The applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection to the 
drawings. 

In addition, the Office Action raises objections to claims 1 and 11 due to 
minor typographical errors. Claim 1 has been amended in accordance with the 
Examiner's suggestion to include a period at the end of the sentence. This amendment 
should not be considered as having an effect on the scope of claim 1, which is not 
amended except for the placement of a period at the end of the sentence. Similarly, 
claim 1 1 has been amended to correct a typographical error in line 3. Accordingly, the 
applicant respectfully requests that the objections to claims 1 and 1 1 be withdrawn. 

Claims 2, 17, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph as being indefinite. Claim 2 has been amended to depend from claim 1, 
which provides the appropriate antecedent basis. Claim 17 has been amended to 
provide the appropriate antecedent basis. Claim 19 has been amended to depend from 
claim 18, which provides the appropriate antecedent basis. The applicant respectfully 
requests that the rejection of claims 2, 17, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-7, 9-13, 15, 17, and 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,987,345 to Engelmann et al. The applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration. The Office Action 
cites Figure 6 of Engelmann as well as column 8, lines 45-56 as supporting the 
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teachings of certain claim elements in claim 1 . This is not correct. Figure 6 illustrates 
an image in which markers are placed over suspicious regions of interest. (See column 
6, lines 60-61.) Engelmann may display multiple images and, in the upper right portion 
of the image provides a dot (e.g., red or green) to indicate that the image contains 
positive or negative results, respectively. (See column 8, lines 45-56.) However, this 
does not teach or suggest providing a color scale of "those data points in the image that 
have been analyzed and determined to have a common characteristic," such as recited 
in claim 1. Engelmann provides no teaching of providing color for the data points 
themselves, but merely provides an indicator that the image contains positive or 
negative results. Therefore, claim 1, and dependent claim 2, are allowable over 
Engelmann. 

With respect to claim 3, Engelmann, in Figure 6, places markers over 
regions of interest, but does not teach or suggest a color overlay on the image itself to 
indicate locations on the image that corresponds to tissues of interest nor an indicator 
on the visual display terminal to indicate that the image has the color overlay thereon, 
as recited in claim 3. It should be noted that the color overlay is on the image itself 
shown on the display to indicate locations that correspond to the tissues of interest. In 
contrast, the markers 60 of Engelmann merely provide a border around a region of 
interest, but do not alter the image itself. Accordingly, claim 3 and dependent claims 4- 
10 are allowable over Engelmann. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Engelmann does not teach, or even suggest, "a 
tissue of interest indicator selectively displayable on the terminal to identify a location of 
the tissue of interest in the images containing the tissue of interest." Furthermore, 
Engelmann does not teach or suggest a marking associated with each of the images 
indicating those images which contain a region of interest that is similar to the tissue of 
interest "wherein the marking has a first form when the tissue of interest indicator is 
selectively turned on and a second form when the tissue of interest indicator is 
selectively turned off. Accordingly, claim 11 and dependent claims 12-16 are allowable 
over Engelmann. 

With respect to claim 18, Engelmann does not teach user selection of a 
tissue type within a region of interest and thus cannot include "analyzing the images of 
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the selected tissue type to thereby determine the characteristics of the selected tissue 
type," and recited in claim 18. For this reason, among others, claim 18 and dependent 
claim 19 are clearly allowable over Engelmann. 



In view of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration of the 



subject application and its allowance are kindly requested. The applicant has made a 
good faith effort to place all claims in condition for allowance. If questions remain 
regarding the present application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(206) 628-7640. 
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